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PREFACE

This report presents findings about teacher quality from two longitudinal studies, the National
Longitudinal Study of No Child 1eft Behind (NLS-NCIB), and the Study of State Implementation
of Accountability and Teacher Quality Under No Child 1eft Behind (SSI-NCLB). The research
teams for these two studies have collaborated to provide an integrated evaluation of the
implementation of key NCLB provisions at the state level (SSI-NCLB) and at the district and
school levels (NLS-INCLB). Together the two studies are the basis for a series of reports on the
topics of accountability, teacher quality, Title I school choice and supplemental educational
services, and targeting and resource allocation.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ensuring that every child is taught by a highly qualified teacher is a central feature of the No
Child 1eft Bebind Act of 2007 (INCLB), the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA). NCLB requires states to set standards for designating all
public school teachers as highly qualified and requires districts to notify parents of students in
Title I programs if their child’s teacher does not meet these standards. The requirements apply
to all teachers of core academic subjects—English, reading or language arts, mathematics,
science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography—and
to teachers who provide instruction in these subjects to students with limited English proficiency
(LEP) and students with disabilities. To help improve the qualifications of teachers, NCL.B
provides funds that states can use for a wide variety of efforts, from improving certification
systems to supporting strategies to recruit and retain highly qualified teachers. The law also
supports ongoing professional development for all teachers regardless of their highly qualified
status. Finally, NCLB sets standards for the qualifications of instructional paraprofessionals
(teacher aides) who are employed with Title I funds—recognizing that, in many Title I schools,
paraprofessionals play a substantial role in children’s educational experiences. Taken together,
the requirements of NCLB represent a federal commitment to providing the nation’s children—
in all states, districts, and schools—with teachers and paraprofessionals who will help them
achieve at high levels of proficiency.

KEY FINDINGS

Based on findings from two federally funded studies—the Study of State Implementation of
Accountability and Teacher Quality Under NCLB (SSI-NCLB) and the National 1ongitudinal Study of
NCLB (NLS-NCLB)—this report describes the progress that states, districts, and schools have
made implementing the teacher and paraprofessional qualification provisions of NCLB through
2006-07. Generally, the studies found that:

e Most teachers met their states’ requirements to be considered highly qualified under
NCLB. According to state reports, 94 percent of teachers were highly qualified in 2006—
07. However, state policies concerning highly qualified teachers varied greatly, both in
the passing scores that new teachers must meet to demonstrate content knowledge on
assessments and in the extent to which states” High, Objective, Uniform State Standard
of Evaluation (HOUSSE) policies give existing teachers credit for years of prior teaching
experience.

e The percentage of teachers who were 7oz highly qualified under NCLB was higher for
special education teachers and middle school teachers, as well as for teachers in
high-poverty and high-minority schools. Moreover, even among teachers who were
considered highly qualified, teachers in high-poverty schools had less experience and
were less likely to have a degree in the subject they taught than teachers in more affluent
schools.

Executive Summary Xix



e Despite NCLB’s emphasis on sustained, intensive, classroom-focused professional
development, a relatively small proportion of teachers! reported taking part in
content-focused professional development related to teaching reading or mathematics
for an extended period of time. For example, only 13 percent of elementary teachers
participated for more than 24 hours in professional development focused on the in-
depth study of topics in reading,? and only 6 percent received more than 24 hours of
professional development on the in-depth study of topics in mathematics.

e According to state-reported data for 2005-06, 86 percent of Title I instructional
paraprofessionals were qualified under NCLLB. The percentage of Title I instructional
paraprofessionals who reported they were qualified under NCLB was somewhat lower—
63 percent in 2004-05 and 67 percent in 2006-07. However, in both 2004-05 and
2006—07, almost 30 percent (28 percent and 29 percent, respectively) of
paraprofessionals reported that they did not know their qualification status under NCLLB
or did not provide a response. Most Title I instructional paraprofessionals reported
working closely with a supervising teacher, but some indicated that they worked with
students on their own without a teacher present.

In general, the SSI-NCLB and NLS-NCL.B studies indicate that states and districts are working
to implement and comply with NCLB requirements for teacher and paraprofessional
qualifications. However, variation in state policies concerning highly qualified teachers continues
to raise questions about whether some states have set sufficiently high standards for considering
teachers to be highly qualified, and enduring inequities in access to highly qualified teachers
continue despite NCLB’s goal of ensuring that all students are taught by knowledgeable and
effective teachers.

This report presents findings from these two national studies and summarizes major issues in
state-, district-, and school-level implementation of the teacher qualifications provisions of
NCLB. This report addresses the following broad questions:

e How do states designate teachers as highly qualified? What is the capacity of states to
collect data and accurately report on teacher and paraprofessional qualifications?

e What percentage of teachers meets NCLB requirements to be highly qualified (as
operationalized by their states)? How does this vary across states, districts, schools, and
types of teachers?

e What are states, districts, and schools doing to increase the number and distribution of
highly qualified teachers?

e To what extent are teachers participating in high-quality professional development
(e.g., professional development that is sustained, intensive, and content-focused)?

e What percentage of Title I instructional paraprofessionals meets NCLB qualification
requirements? What are states, districts, and schools doing to help paraprofessionals
meet these requirements?

! “Teachers” is a category that includes general education elementary teachers, middle school teachers (teaching
English or mathematics or both subjects), and high school teachers (teaching English or mathematics or both
subjects).

2 For simplicity, the term “reading” is used throughout this report to refer to the set of subjects that may be
variously known as reading, English, or language arts.
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NCLB REQUIREMENTS

To ensure that public school teachers are highly qualified and paraprofessionals are qualified,
NCLB sets requirements for their qualifications; requires the provision of information to
educators, parents and the public at large about these qualifications; and provides support for
actions by states, districts, and schools.

To set teacher and paraprofessional qualifications, NCLB requires the following:

e States must have ensured that all teachers of core academic subjects were designated as
highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.’ Teachers hired after NCLB took

effect in 2002 are expected to meet the law’s requirements when hired.

e New elementary teachers must demonstrate subject-matter competency by passing a
rigorous state test of elementary school subjects. New secondary teachers* must pass a
state test in each core academic subject they teach and have completed an academic
major, coursework equivalent, or an advanced degree or have obtained advanced
certification.

e [Existing teachers (i.e., those “not new to the profession”)> may either meet one of the

requirements for new teachers or demonstrate subject matter competency through a
High, Objective, Uniform State Standard of Evaluation (HOUSSE).

e Title I instructional paraprofessionals must have two years of postsecondary education,
an associate degree or higher, or a passing score on a formal state or local academic
assessment of ability to assist in teaching reading, writing, and mathematics.

To provide information about teacher and paraprofessional qualifications, NCLB requires the
following:

e States and districts must report annually on progress toward the annual measurable
objectives set forth in their state plans for ensuring that all teachers are highly qualified
by the end of the 2005-06 school year.

e Parents of children enrolled in school districts that receive Title I funds must have access
to information about the professional qualifications of their children’s teachers, and
parents of children who attend schools that receive Title I funds must be told whether
their children are taught for four consecutive weeks by a teacher who is not highly
qualified.

To improve knowledge and support ongoing learning among all teachers, NCLB:

e Requires that schools that have been identified for improvement spend at least
10 percent of their Title I allocations on professional development.

3 In October 2005, the U.S. Department of Education announced that states making a good-faith effort to
ensure that there was a highly qualified teacher in every classroom were invited to submit a revised state plan
for accomplishing that goal by the end of the 2006—-07 school yeat.

41In this report, the term “secondary teachers” refers to middle and high school teachers.

5 States define “teachers not new to the profession” differently; thus, when the reader encounters this term,
note that it encompasses approaches that vary by state.
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e Provides many sources of support that can be tapped to help teachers and
paraprofessionals meet the law’s requirements, as well as to enhance the knowledge and
skills of the teaching force in general.

STATE POLICIES AND DATA SYSTEMS FOR HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS

How do states designate teachers as highly qualified?

Although NCLB sets basic requirements for teachers to be designated as highly qualified and for
paraprofessionals to be designated as qualified, states determine the specifics of how teachers
may demonstrate content knowledge in each core subject they teach. By December 2004, all
states had drafted criteria for determining whether teachers were highly qualified under NCLB.
Since then, many state policies have been adjusted to take into account flexibility offered by the
U.S. Department of Education.s

State policies concerning highly qualified teachers varied greatly with regard
to requirements for teachers to demonstrate content knowledge.

The first two NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers—that they have a bachelor’s
degree and full certification—are fairly straightforward, and all states incorporated these as basic
elements of their policies for highly qualified teachers.” However, states approach the third
NCLB requirement for highly qualified teachers—that they demonstrate adequate content
knowledge in each core subject they teach—with great variation. By 2007, all 50 states, the
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico had developed HOUSSES policies (though some states
were phasing out their use of HOUSSE by that time), and the requirements in some of these
policies were considerably more stringent than others. Even for new teachers, states differed
dramatically in scores needed to pass tests used to determine teachers’ knowledge. For example,
on the Praxis I Mzddle School Mathematics test, the minimum passing scores ranged from 139 in
South Dakota to 163 in Virginia (out of a maximum score of 200). This range of scores did not
change from 2004—05 to 2006—07.

¢ See, for example, U.S. Department of Education. (March 15, 2004). New, flexible policies help teachers become
highly qualified. Available online at: www.ed.gov/news/pressreleases/2004/03/03152004.html.

7 Although state requirements for teacher certification vary across states, an analysis of teacher certification
policies was not within the scope of the studies described in this report. Moreover, one aspect of the
requirement that highly qualified teachers be fully certified, which pertains to new teachers who participate in
certain alternative routes to teacher certification, may not be so straightforward. Section 200.56(a)(2) of the
Title I regulations that the U.S. Department of Education published on December 2, 2002, established that for
purposes of being considered highly qualified under NCLB, teachers who are participating in alternative route
programs that meet certain basic requirements for training and supervision are considered fully certified for up
to three years while they work to meet state certification requirements. Thus, if these teachers have a bachelor’s
degree and demonstrate subject-matter content, they also are considered highly qualified for up to this same
three-year period.

8 Although new teachers can only be designated as highly qualified by passing an exam (elementary and
secondary teachers) or majoring in a content area (secondary teachers only), NCLB offers teachers who are not
new to the profession another option. This is in an attempt to acknowledge that while these teachers should
not be required to meet a new set of standards, they should also not be grandfathered in to highly qualified
status. As such, Congress developed HOUSSE to allow greater flexibility in determining how teachers who are
not new to the profession can demonstrate that they are highly qualified.
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What is the capacity of states to collect data and accurately report on
teacher and paraprofessional qualifications?

In 2006-07, officials from 39 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico
reported that their state data systems had improved since NCLB had been
enacted.

In 2006-07, more states reported that they could track variables critical to measuring teacher
qualifications than in 2004—05. Most notably, 44 states could determine if a teacher was highly
qualified in all subjects taught, up from 27 states in 2004-05. Likewise, 30 states could
determine if a teacher had successfully passed HOUSSE requirements, an increase from 23 states
in 2004-05. However, the number of states tracking coursework equivalent to a major only
increased slightly—to 19 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.

In 2006-07, 33 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico indicated
that NCLB had stimulated changes in their teacher quality policies or
practices.

Thirty-four states and the District of Columbia reported that prior to NCLB, their certification
requirements were already rigorous, and in some cases, exceed the requirements of the federal
law. However, an equal number of states (33 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico)
described instituting changes in their licensure and credentialing procedures to align their policies
more closely with NCLB requirements for demonstrating subject matter competency. Common
policy changes included adding testing or coursework requirements, establishing middle school
endorsements, phasing out emergency certification, and enhancing alternate certification routes.

MEETING NCLB REQUIREMENTS FOR HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS

What percentage of teachers meets the NCLB requirements to be highly
gualified? How does this vary across states, districts, schools, and types
of teachers?

Opverall, most teachers were designated as highly qualified by 2006—07, but some important
differences in the distribution of highly qualified teachers existed.

According to state-reported data, 94 percent of elementary and secondary
classes across the nation were taught by highly qualified teachers in
2006-07.¢

Forty states reported that the large majority (90 percent or more) of classes were taught by highly
qualified teachers in 2006—07. Only Hawaii, Idaho, and the District of Columbia reported a
figure of 75 percent or lower.

9 Puerto Rico did not submit data regarding the percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers in
2006-07 and is not included in these analyses.
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Between 2004-05 and 2006-07, the percentage of teachers who reported
being not highly qualified decreased from 4 percent to 2 percent.

Teachers’ own reports indicate an improvement in their highly qualified status from 2004—05 to
2006—07. Of all general education teachers, 84 percent reported that they were considered highly
qualified under NCLB in 2006-07, 2 percent reported that they were not highly qualified, and
14 percent reported that they did not know their status (see Exhibit S.1). Compared with 2004—
05, these findings represent a significant increase in the percentage teachers who reported they
were highly qualified and a significant reduction in the percentage of teachers who reported they
were not highly qualified or who did not know their status (see Exhibit S.1). The education
credentials of teachers who did not know their highly qualified status under NCLB in 200607
were generally comparable with those of teachers who reported they were highly qualified.
Middle school teachers were more than twice as likely as elementary school teachers to report
that they were not considered highly qualified under NCLB in 2006-07.

Exhibit S.1
Changes in Percentage of Teachers Reporting That They Were Considered Highly
Qualified or Not Highly Qualified or That They Did Not Know Their Status Under
NCLB, 2004-05 and 200607
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17% 27%
80%

70%

60%

50% 87%

4% 78%

o, ?4‘:’:1 /0
0% 69%

30%
20%

10%

0%  2004-05 2006-07 2004-05 2006-07 2004-05  2006-07 2004-05  2006-07

All General Ed Elementary Middle School High School
Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers

. Highly Qualified D Don't Know j Mot Highly Qualified

Exhibit reads: In 2004—05, 74 percent of general education teachers reported that they were
considered highly qualified under NCLB, 4 percent reported that they were not highly qualified, and
23 percent reported that they did not know their status.

Note: For 2004-05, n = 7,340 (all general education teachers), 4,087 (elementary teachers), 1,887 (middle
school teachers), and 1,386 (high school teachers). For 200607, n = 7,482 (all general education teachers),
4,121 (elementary teachers), 1,916 (middle school teachers), and 1,445 (high school teachers). Column totals
may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.

Source: NLS-NCLB, Teacher Survey.
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The percentage of special education teachers who reported they were highly
qualified increased from 52 percent in 2004-05 to 72 percent in 2006-07.

In 200607, special education teachers were less likely than general education teachers to report
that they were highly qualified (72 percent and 84 percent, respectively) and were much more
likely than general education teachers to report that they were not highly qualified (10 percent
and 2 percent, respectively). As in 2004—05, the qualification status of special education teachers
in 2006—07 varied by school level. Special education teachers in elementary schools (83 percent)
were more likely than special education teachers in middle schools (71 percent) and high schools
(56 percent) to report they were highly qualified under NCLB.

Teachers of LEP students and general education teachers reported being
highly qualified at similar rates.

Teachers of LEP students!® were as likely as teachers of non-LEP students to report they were
highly qualified (84 percent for both) under NCLB in 2006—-07. Under NCLB, teachers of LEP
students are not required to be certified for English as a Second Language (ESL) or bilingual
education. Nevertheless, 38 percent of teachers of LEP students had such certification in 2006—
07, compared with 6 percent of teachers who did not teach LEP students. Only 3 percent of
teachers of LEP students had a degree in a field related to the instruction of LEP students.

In 2006-07, teachers considered highly qualified under NCLB were more
likely to be fully certified, to have completed more college courses in their
subject area, to have a degree in the subject they were teaching, and to be
more experienced than teachers who were not highly qualified.

Among both general education teachers and special education teachers, those who reported
being highly qualified under NCILB were more likely to report that they had earned either regular
state certification or some kind of advanced certification (e.g., National Board for Professional
Teaching Standards certification), compared with those not highly qualified in 200607

(88 percent and 53 percent, respectively, for general education teachers; and 92 percent and

81 percent, respectively, for special education teachers). Highly qualified secondary teachers
were more likely to have a degree in the subject they taught than secondary teachers who were
not highly qualified. However, in 2006—07, as was true in 2005-06, about half of all secondary
teachers who reported being highly qualified under NCLB did not have a degree in the subject
they taught. The percentage of highly qualified teachers with a degree in the subject they taught
was particularly lower in middle schools than in high schools. For example, 35 percent of highly
qualified middle school English teachers and 77 percent of highly qualified high school English
teachers had a degree in English.

10 Teachers of LEP students are defined as those who teach at least one of the following types of classes:

(1) ESL class, (2) sheltered content class for students with LEP—regular academic content delivered using
basic English, (3) bilingual class, and (4) class taught in student’s primary language (other than English).
Among 7,394 general education teachers who took the 2006-07 survey, 1,391 were teachers of LEP students,
and 6,003 were teachers of non-LEP students.

Executive Summary XXV



Compared with other schools, traditionally disadvantaged schools (i.e.,
high-poverty and high-minority schools) had higher percentages of teachers
who were not considered highly qualified in 2006-07.

Although the percentage of teachers who were highly qualified under NCLB or the percentage
of teachers who did not know their status was similar in different types of schools, the
percentage of teachers who were not highly qualified was higher in high-poverty and
high-minority schools than in other schools in 2006—-07. For example, teachers who were not
highly qualified were more likely to be teaching in high-poverty schools than in low-poverty
schools (5 percent compared with 1 percent), and more likely to be teaching in high-minority
schools than in low-minority schools (4 percent compared with 1 percent).

Highly qualified teachers in high-poverty and high-minority schools were
more likely to be new to the profession than highly qualified teachers in
low-poverty and low-minority schools in 2006-07.

There was also some evidence of inequity in the distribution of teacher qualifications across
different types of schools among teachers who were highly qualified under NCLB in 2006-07.
For instance, the percentage of highly qualified teachers with fewer than three years of
experience was 15 percent in high-minority schools, compared with 7 percent in low-minority
schools. Moreover, schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring in
2006—07 had relatively more inexperienced, highly qualified teachers than schools that had not
been identified for improvement.

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION OF HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS AND
SUPPORT FOR TEACHERS WHO WERE NOT HIGHLY QUALIFIED

What are states, districts, and schools doing to increase the number of
highly qualified teachers?

Although high percentages of teachers reported being highly qualified under NCLB, some states
and districts faced challenges recruiting and retaining teachers with high qualifications. To
mediate these challenges, states and districts have undertaken a variety of actions to increase and
maintain the proportion of highly qualified teachers.

Between one-third and one-half of districts reported encountering workforce
barriers to improving teacher qualifications in 2006-07.

Districts reported several common challenges or barriers to improving or sustaining teacher
qualifications, including inadequate teacher salaries (45 percent), competition with other districts
(45 percent), and large numbers of retiring, “highly qualified” teachers (34 percent). Between
2004-05 and 2006—07, there was an increase in the proportion of districts reporting that
improving teacher qualifications was hampered by an increase in the percentage of highly
qualified teachers who were retiring.

About half of districts reported difficulty recruiting highly qualified teachers
in mathematics, science, and special education in 2006-07.

In 2006-07, a smaller proportion of districts reported facing moderate or major challenges in
attracting qualified applicants for teaching positions in ESL (35 percent) and reading or language
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arts (14 percent) compared with mathematics (44 percent), science (53 percent), and special
education (55 percent). More than 90 percent of high-minority districts reported difficulty
attracting highly qualified applicants in science and mathematics in 2006—07.

In 200607, nearly all states (47), the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico
reported using financial incentives to recruit teachers, and many of these
incentives featured mechanisms to retain teachers.

The most common type of financial incentive that states offered in 2006—-07 was tuition
assistance—including scholarships, tuition waivers, and loan forgiveness programs—to help
cover the cost of teachers’ pre-service college coursework. Although only 24 states identified
tuition assistance as a recruitment strategy in 2003—04, 42 states and the District of Columbia
described administering such assistance in 2006-07.

In 2006-07, 31 states described supporting special career advancement
opportunities or teacher recognition programs as a means of retaining
teachers. In addition, 41 states reported activities to promote favorable
school working conditions.

Twenty-three states reported programs offering teachers opportunities to advance professionally.
Often, these opportunities included career ladders that allowed teachers to advance in rank—
such as from a new teacher to a career teacher to a mentor to a master teacher—and, in doing
so, become eligible for additional responsibilities and commensurate pay. Recognizing the role
of effective leadership in creating auspicious working environments, 39 states cited initiatives to
strengthen the leadership skills of various school decisionmakers, including principals, teacher
leaders, and district superintendents.

More than 75 percent of high-minority districts and large districts reported
using streamlined hiring processes and human resource data systems to
recruit highly qualified teachers in 2006-07.

Districts with streamlined hiring systems, such as reduced bureaucracy or Web sites that list
current vacancies and feature online application procedures, likely have a distinct advantage in
recruitment over districts with lengthy and burdensome hiring processes.!! Furthermore, large
districts tend to have more elaborate bureaucracies in need of such streamlining. Not surprisingly
then, more than three quarters of large districts and a similar proportion of high-minority

districts reported using streamlined hiring systems or human resource data systems during the
200607 school year.

Compared with 2004-05, principals in 2006-07 were almost twice as likely to
report the transfer or dismissal of teachers who were not highly qualified.

In 2006-07, only about 20 percent of principals reported that they arranged for the transfer or
dismissal of teachers who were not highly qualified. This figure is a notable increase from 2004—
05, when only 12 percent of principals reported taking such actions. In 2006—-07, more than

11 This strategy is consistent with suggestions made in The New Teacher Project’s report, Missed Opportunities:
How We Keep High-Quality Teachers Out of Urban Classrooms, which indicates that the failure of many large urban
districts to make job offers in the early summer months is largely to blame for high-quality teacher candidates
not accepting jobs in these districts. This report is available at: www.tntp.org/files/MissedOpportunities.pdf
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one-third of principals in high-minority schools, high-poverty schools, and schools identified for
improvement arranged for the transfer or dismissal of teachers who were not highly qualified.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT FOR TEACHERS

To what extent are teachers participating in high-quality professional
development (e.g., professional development that is sustained, intensive,
and content-focused)?

Elementary teachers reported participating in more hours of professional
development focused on reading than professional development focused on
mathematics.

On average, elementary teachers reported participating in more hours of professional
development on reading and mathematics than on other academic subjects and participating in
more hours of professional development on instructional strategies than on the in-depth study
of topics in these two subject areas.’? During the 2005-06 school year and the summer of 2000,
elementary teachers reported spending an average 19.6 hours of professional development on
instructional strategies for teaching reading and 11.7 hours on the in-depth study of topics in
reading. During the same period, elementary teachers reported spending an average 10.1 hours
of professional development on instructional strategies for teaching mathematics and 5.9 hours
on the in-depth study of topics in mathematics.

The majority of teachers reported that they participated in professional
development in reading or mathematics but not for an extended period of
time.

During the 2005-06 school year and the summer of 2006, 72 percent of elementary teachers and
73 percent of secondary English teachers reported that they participated in at least one hour of
professional development focused on the in-depth study of topics in reading. However, only

14 percent of elementary teachers and 16 percent of secondary English teachers reported that
they participated in such professional development for more than 24 hours over that same time
period. Research suggests that longer, extended professional development activities may be
necessary to provide a meaningful focus on content (Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, and
Yoon, 2001; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scatloss, and Shapley, 2007).

The majority of teachers reported that they participated in professional
development that involved instructional strategies for reading or
mathematics or in-depth study of topics in reading or mathematics. They
reported more hours of professional development on instructional strategies
for teaching these subjects than on the in-depth study of topics in these
subjects.

12 The teacher survey did not define “in-depth study” of either reading or mathematics, but the intended
meaning covers activities that are designed to build foundational knowledge in the subject area. For example,
for reading, such foundational knowledge would include knowledge about language structure and the processes
involved in learning oral and written language that teachers must have to understand what they are teaching. In
contrast, professional development that focuses on instructional strategies for teaching reading addresses
pedagogical knowledge of how to teach reading effectively.
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For example, over the 12 months spanning the 2005-06 school year and the summer of 2000,
elementary teachers averaged 19.6 hours of professional development in instructional strategies
for teaching reading and 11.7 hours on the in-depth study of topics in reading.

The percentage of elementary teachers who reported participating in more
than 24 hours of professional development on instructional strategies for
teaching reading increased from 2003-04 to 2005-06.

Nationally, during the 2005-06 school year, 26 percent of elementary teachers reported
participating in more than 24 hours of professional development focused on instructional
strategies for teaching reading. This percentage represents a significant increase from the

20 percent reported for 2003—04 (see Exhibit S.2). Nonetheless, nearly a third of elementary
teachers reported participating in fewer than five hours of such professional development.
Among secondary English teachers, 26 percent reported participating in more than 24 hours of
professional development on instructional strategies for reading in 2005—-006, about the same as

in 2003-04.

Exhibit S.2
Percentage of Teachers Participating in Professional Development Focused on
Instructional Strategies for Reading, 2003—04 and 2005-06

— —
Greater Than|  Teachers :I 26%
24 Hours | :| 2005-06
Reading | Secondary [ 207%

English

Teachers | | 26%

Elementary - 10%

None Teachers 8%
Reading Secondary 129
English -o ’
Teachers 9%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Exhibit reads: In 2003-04, 20 percent of elementary teachers reported that they received more
than 24 hours of professional development focused on instructional strategies for teaching reading.
In 2005-06, 26 percent of elementary teachers reported that they received more than 24 hours of
such professional development.

Note: For 2003-04, n = 4,005 elementary teachers and 1,736 secondary teachers. For 2005-06, n = 4,047
elementary teachers and 1,790 secondaty teachers.

Source: NLS-NCLB, Teacher Survey.
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The percentage of secondary mathematics teachers who reported
participating in more than 24 hours of professional development on the
in-depth study of topics in mathematics increased slightly from 2003-04 to
2005-06, but the percentage remained quite low.

Among teachers of mathematics, only 6 percent of elementary teachers and 15 percent of
secondary teachers reported that they participated in the in-depth study of mathematics topics
for more than 24 hours in 2005-06. For secondary mathematics teachers, this marks an increase
from the 10 percent who reported participating in professional development on the in-depth
study of mathematics in 2003—04, while the percentage of elementary mathematics teachers
reporting such professional development remained the same between 2003—04 and 2005-06.

In 2005-06, elementary teachers in schools identified for improvement,
high-poverty schools, and high-minority schools were more likely to report
participating in content-focused professional development in reading and
mathematics that lasted more than 24 hours than elementary teachers in
other types of schools.

Among elementary teachers, a greater percentage of teachers in schools identified for
improvement under NCLB reported that they participated in 24 hours or more of professional
development in instructional strategies for teaching reading than teachers in non-identified
schools in 2005-06 (40 percent and 24 percent, respectively) (see Exhibit S.3). The same was
true for mathematics (18 percent and 11 percent, respectively).
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Exhibit S.3
Percentage of Elementary Teachers Participating in More Than
24 Hours of Professional Development in Instructional
Strategies for Teaching Reading,
by School Characteristics, 2005-06

All Elementary Teachers
26%

School Improvement Status in 2005-06
Identified

Non-ldentified
School Poverty Level

High (>75%) |32%
Medium (35 to <75%) 26%

Low (<35%) 22%

School Minority Concentration

High (=75%) |30%
Medium (25 to <75%) | 28%
Low (<25%) | 23%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Exhibit reads: Twenty-six percent of elementary general education teachers
participated in more than 24 hours of professional development on
instructional strategies for teaching reading during the 2005—06 school year
(including the summer of 2000).

Note: n = 4,047.

Source: NLS-NCLB, Teacher Survey.

IMPLEMENTATION OF NCLB REQUIREMENTS FOR PARAPROFESSIONALS

What percentage of Title | instructional paraprofessionals meets NCLB
requirements? What are states, districts, and schools doing to help
paraprofessionals meet these requirements?

Since the earliest years of Title I, teacher’s aides—or paraprofessionals—have played a
significant role in supporting the instructional activities of classroom teachers. In 2004—05,
paraprofessionals made up about one-third of all staff in Title I-funded districts and schools
(Birman, et al., 2007).

According to state-reported data for 2004-05, 86 percent of Title |
instructional paraprofessionals were qualified under NCLB.:3

13 These data are not weighted. The 86 percent is based on percentages provided by 48 states and the District
of Columbia.
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The percentage of paraprofessionals who reported on a survey that they were qualified
under NCLB was somewhat lower than that obtained through state-reported data.
Sixty-three percent of Title I paraprofessionals in 2004—05 and 67 percent of those in
2006—07 reported that they were qualified. However, nearly 30 percent (28 percent in
2004-05 and 29 percent in 2006—07) of such paraprofessionals reported that they did
not know their qualification status under NCIL.B or did not provide a response. Most
paraprofessionals who did not know or report their status were likely to be qualified,
based on other information they provided about their qualifications and training.

In 2006-07, approximately 94 percent of all paraprofessionals reported holding a
qualification that would meet the NCLB criteria (an associate degree, two or more years
of college, or passing an assessment). Considering the qualifications separately, in 2006—
07, 62 percent of paraprofessionals reported having completed an associate degree or
two or more years of college, and 55 percent reported passing an assessment.

Most Title | paraprofessionals reported working closely with a supervising
teacher, but some indicated that they worked with students on their own
without a teacher present.

NCLB requires that paraprofessionals who support instruction should do so “under the direct
supervision” of a teacher who is considered highly qualified. In 2006-07, over half (52 percent)
of paraprofessionals reported that they were observed by a teacher on a daily or near daily basis
during the previous school year. Additionally, 61 percent reported meeting informally with a
teacher to discuss classroom activities and instruction at least once a week. Three-fourths of
paraprofessionals reported being formally evaluated by a school principal, teacher, or other
school staff. More than 80 percent of paraprofessionals indicated that they worked with
students with a teacher present “all or nearly all” of the time (57 percent) or “most” of the time
(27 percent) during the 2005-06 school year. However, 19 percent of paraprofessionals reported
that they spent at least half of their time working with students in a classroom without a teacher
present.

The percentage of principals reporting school or district supports to
paraprofessionals who were not qualified decreased between 2003-04 and
2005-06. Furthermore, the percentage of principals reporting school or
district staffing adjustment actions aimed at those paraprofessionals
increased during that time.

In 2003-04, about two-thirds (66 percent) of principals reported that their schools or districts
provided paraprofessionals who were not qualified with training related to classroom duties, but
in 2005-06, only 54 percent of principals reported such support. A similar decline was observed
in the percentage of principals who reported monitoring the progress of paraprofessionals who
were not qualified (from 68 percent in 2003—04 to 55 percent in 2005-06). However, the
percentage of district officials and principals who reported using staffing adjustments—such as
transferring paraprofessionals who were not qualified to non—Title I schools, reassigning such
paraprofessionals to noninstructional tasks, or dismissing them—increased sharply from 2003—
04 to 2005-06. For example, the percentage of principals who reported that their schools or
districts transferred Title I paraprofessionals who were not qualified to non—Title I schools more

than doubled, from 6 percent in 2003—-04 to 15 percent in 2005-06.
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CONCLUSION

In general, the findings of this study indicate that states and districts are working to implement
and comply with the NCLB requirements for teacher qualifications: States have set guidelines
for highly qualified teachers under NCLB and have been updating their data systems. According
to states, 94 percent of teachers were designated as highly qualified under NCLB in 2006-07. In
2006-07, approximately 94 percent of all paraprofessionals reported holding a qualification that
would meet the NCLB criteria. During this time, both states and districts were working to
develop strategies designed to recruit and retain highly qualified teachers, particularly in
traditionally disadvantaged schools.

If the goal of having an improved teaching workforce and better-served students is to be fully
realized, several issues warrant attention. First, variations among state policies concerning highly
qualified teachers raise questions about whether some states have set high enough standards for
teacher qualifications under NCLB to ensure that teachers have a solid understanding of the
subjects they teach. Second, variation in teachers’ highly qualified status across types of teachers
and schools highlights enduring inequities in access to highly qualified teachers. Third, because
many teachers were not aware or notified of their NCLB status, they may not have taken
necessary steps to become highly qualified. Finally, the low proportion of teachers participating
in content-focused professional development over an extended period of time suggests that
more can be done to deepen teachers’ content knowledge. The potential for the NCLB
provisions to effect positive change in the nation’s teaching workforce depends, in part, on
addressing these issues.
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l. INTRODUCTION

Ensuring that every child is taught by a highly qualified teacher is a central feature of the No
Child 1eft Behind Act of 2007 (INCLB), the most recent reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).* NCLB “recognizes that teacher quality is one of the
most important factors in improving student achievement and eliminating achievement gaps.”!s
Title I of NCLB requires states to set standards for all public school teachers to be highly
qualified. The requirements apply to all teachers of core academic subjects and to teachers of
limited English proficient (LEP) students and students with disabilities. Title II, Part A, of
NCLB provides funds that states can use to support a wide variety of efforts to improve the
qualifications of teachers, from improving certification systems to supporting efforts to recruit
and retain highly qualified teachers. Title I and several other programs authorized under NCLB
provide funds to support ongoing professional development for all teachers.!® By setting
requirements and providing support for teachers to become highly qualified, NCLB’s provisions
are intended to ensure that all students are taught by teachers with needed subject matter
knowledge who are teaching in their areas of expertise.

This report describes the ways in which states, districts, and schools are implementing the
teacher qualification provisions of NCLB and analyzes the progress the nation is making toward
the goal of having a highly qualified teacher in every classroom. The report also describes the
actions that states, districts, and schools are taking to improve teacher qualifications, such as
recruiting and retaining highly qualified teachers, providing support to those who are not highly
qualified, and providing teachers with professional development. Finally, the report analyzes
implementation of the law’s provisions to ensure that Title I paraprofessionals are qualified.
This report builds on an earlier report on the implementation of NCLB’s teacher qualification
provisions; companion reports address NCLB implementation and progress in the areas of
accountability, Title I school choice and supplemental educational services, and targeting and
resource allocation (see Preface for the list of reports).

OVERVIEW OF TEACHER AND PARAPROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATION
ProvisioNs oF NCLB

NCLB goes beyond prior reauthorizations of the ESEA in its emphasis on teachers—the need
for teachers to have subject matter knowledge, the critical role of sharing information about
teacher qualifications, and the breadth of activities allowable to improve teacher qualifications.
The law’s provisions rest on three key premises: (1) setting requirements for the qualifications of
teachers will help identify those teachers who do not have adequate subject matter knowledge;
(2) widely available information about teachers who are not highly qualified will prompt states,
districts, schools, and parents to take actions to improve teacher qualifications; and (3) the

14 Throughout this report, the use of the term “highly qualified” refers to the provisions of NCLB that describe
how teachers are to be determined “highly qualified.”

15 Policy Letter from Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings to the Chief State School Officers, Oct. 21,
2005. Posted at http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/051021.html.

16 The term “professional development” in this report refers to “activities to enhance professional career
growth.” Such activities may include both formal and informal activities, and may individual development,
continuing education, and in-service education, as well as curriculum writing, peer collaboration, study groups,
and peer coaching or mentoring. This definition of professional development may be somewhat more general
than the statutory definition provided in Section 9101(34) of the ESEA (see Appendix D).
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actions taken to support better teachers—such as providing teachers with professional
development or stepping up efforts to recruit highly qualified teachers—will improve teacher
qualifications and the quality of their teaching (see Exhibit 1). Similar premises underlie the
provisions for paraprofessional qualifications. NCLB provides many sources of support for
helping teachers and paraprofessionals to meet the law’s requirements and for improving the
knowledge and skills of the teacher workforce more generally.

Exhibit 1
NCLB Strategies for Improving Teacher Quality

Set Identify Make information Provide support to
requirements for teachers who do on teacher’s status improve qualifications
highly qualified not meet the available to districts, of teachers who are
teachers requirements schools, and parents not highly qualified

Provide support for efforts Teachers with content
to improve qualifications knowledge and teaching
of teachers (e.g., professional skills appropriate to the
development, recruitment) classes they teach

Exhibit reads: The above characterizes the sequence of key requirements of the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2007 related to highly qualified teachers.

Soutce: Public Law 107-110, January 8, 2002.

Set requirements for teacher and paraprofessional qualifications

While NCLB sets basic requirements for teachers to be designated as highly qualified and for
paraprofessionals to be designated as qualified, states determine many of the specifics.

Requirements for highly qualified teachers
The NCLB requirements for designating teachers as highly qualified focus in large part on

demonstrating subject matter knowledge, and differ somewhat for new teachers compared with
existing teachers, and for elementary compared with secondary teachers.

e NCILB requires that states implement plans under which all teachers of core
academic subjects were to be highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06 school year.
In October 2005, the Department declared that states would not be penalized for
not reaching this goal provided that they were implementing the law and making a
good-faith effort to ensure that there was a highly qualified teacher in every
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classroom.!” In general, a highly qualified teacher must have state certification and at
least a bachelor’s degree and must have demonstrated subject competency in each
core academic subject that he or she teaches (Title IX, Part A, Section 9101(23)).
Demonstrating competency differs for new teachers and existing teachers, and by
grade level:

* New elementary teachers must demonstrate competency by passing a rigorous
state test in reading, writing, mathematics, and other areas of the basic
elementary school curriculum.

= Elementary teachers not new to the profession must pass a rigorous state test or
demonstrate subject matter competency through a High Uniform Objective
State Standard of Evaluation (HOUSSE) process developed by their state.!s

*  New secondary teachers must have passed a state test in each subject they teach,
completed an academic major or course work equivalent, acquired an advanced
degree in the subject(s) taught, or obtained advanced certification.

®  Secondary teachers not new to the profession must pass a rigorous state test,
complete an academic major, a graduate degree, course work equivalent to an
undergraduate academic major, advanced certification, or demonstrate subject
matter competency through a High Uniform Objective State Standard of
Evaluation (HOUSSE) process developed by their state.

e NCLB requires that teachers who primarily teach LEP students or students with
disabilities must meet these same requirements if they teach core academic subjects
to these students. These teachers also must meet additional requirements
appropriate to the special needs of their students. However, these are not
requirements for teachers to be considered highly qualified under NCLB.

®  Teachers who teach in programs for LEP students funded under Title IIT of
NCLB must have fluency in English and any other language in which they
provide instruction, including written and oral communication skills (Title 11,
Part A, Section 3116(c)).

® Teachers who teach students with disabilities must have full state certification as
special education teachers, as required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEA, Title I, Part A, Section 602(10)).1°

17 States were invited to submit a revised state plan for accomplishing the goal of 100 percent of teachers highly
qualified during the 2006—07 school year. By July 2000, all states had submitted a revised plan; and by July,
2007, the teacher quality plans from all 50 states and the District of Columbia had been approved by the
Department. Puerto Rico’s plan was approved in August 2008.

18 On May 12, 20006, the Department formally asked states to phase-out HOUSSE. In a policy letter released
on September 5, 2000, Secretary Spellings indicated that the Department will not push to require the HOUSSE
phase-out and will instead seek to address it in NCLB reauthorization. However, she encouraged states to
continue phasing out the system.

19 The IDEA treauthotization provides that for any public elementary or secondary school special education
teacher teaching core academic subjects, the term “highly qualified” has the meaning given the term in section
9101 of NCLB. The definition of "highly qualified special education teachet" in the final Part B regulations of
IDEA issued in August 2006 contains requirements for special education teachers teaching core academic
subjects, special education teachers teaching to alternate achievement standards, and special education teachers
teaching multiple subjects, which cross-reference the requirements in section 9101(23) of the ESEA and 34
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Requirements for qualified paraprofessionals

The NCLB requirements for designating paraprofessionals as qualified address their educational
background and knowledge, as well as the roles that they may play in the classroom. Prior to
NCLB, paraprofessionals funded by Title I were required only to have a high school diploma or
GED within two years of being employed, their classroom responsibilities were not clearly defined,
and there were no specific limits on the types of activities in which they could engage.

e NCLB requires that Title I paraprofessionals must have at least two years of
postsecondary education, an associate degree or higher, or a passing score on a
formal state or local academic assessment of ability to assist in teaching reading,
writing and mathematics. All new paraprofessionals must meet these requirements
upon hiring; existing paraprofessionals had until the end of the 2005-06 school year
to do so.

e NCLB further specifies the allowable duties of paraprofessionals, noting that they
may not provide “instructional services” except under the direct supervision of a

highly qualified teacher (Title I, Part A, Section 1119(g)(3)(A)).

Make information available on teacher and paraprofessional
qualification status

As with other parts of NCLB, the teacher quality provisions include the premise that the
availability of information about teacher and paraprofessional qualifications will prompt actions
by educators, parents or other stakeholders. NCLB requires the following:

e States and local education agencies must report annually to the public on
the percentage of classes taught by teachers in the state, districts, and schools, who
are not highly qualified (Title I, Part A, Section 1111(h)).

e States and local education agencies must report annually on progress toward the
annual measurable objectives, set forth in their state plans, to ensure that all teachers
teaching in core academic subjects were highly qualified by the end of the 2005-06
school year (Title I, Part A, Section 1119(a) and (b)).

e School districts must notify parents of children in schools receiving Title I, Part A,
funds that they may request information regarding the qualifications of their
children’s teachers and of paraprofessionals providing services to their children;
schools also must notify parents if their child has been taught for four consecutive

weeks by a teacher who is not highly qualified (Title I, Part A, Section 1111(h)).

Provide support to improve teacher qualifications

The law provides many sources of support to help teachers and paraprofessionals meet the law’s
requirements, as well as enhance the knowledge and skills of the teaching force. Title II, Part A,
of NCLB provides nearly $3 billion annually to states for a wide variety of strategies to improve
teacher qualifications.

CFR §200.56 of the ESEA regulations. For further information on the "highly qualified special education
teachet" requitements in the Part B regulations of IDE.A, please go to http://idea.ed.gov.
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e NCLB requires that schools that have been identified for improvement spend at
least 10 percent of their Title I allocations on professional development (Title I,
Part A, Section 1116(b)(3)(A)(1)).

e School districts—which receive neatly 95 percent of all Title II, Part A, funds
allocated to each state—may use them for strategies to assist schools in recruiting
and retaining highly qualified teachers; providing scholarships, signing bonuses, or
other financial incentives; providing professional development to improve the
knowledge of teachers, principals, and in some cases, paraprofessionals; and
developing initiatives that promote the retention of highly qualified teachers and
principals (Title II, Part A, Subpart 1, Section 2113(c)).

e States use nearly 2.5 percent of Title II, Part A, funds for activities to improve
teacher qualifications, including reforming teacher and principal certification;
carrying out programs that establish, expand or improve alternate routes for state
certification; implementing strategies to assist school districts and schools in
recruiting and retaining highly qualified teachers; and providing professional
development for teachers, among others (Title II, Part A, Subpart 1, Section
2113(c)).

e All districts that receive Title IIT funds must conduct two required activities:
providing a language instruction educational program, and providing high-quality
professional development to classroom teachers, principals, administrators, and
other school or community-based personnel. (Title III, Section 3115 (c)(2)).

Through all of these provisions, NCLB represents a federal effort to provide the nation’s
children with teachers and paraprofessionals who will help them learn and achieve at high levels
of proficiency in core academic subjects.

PoLicy CONTEXT FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEACHER QUALIFICATION
PROVISIONS

Implementing NCLB’s highly qualified teacher provisions is a shared responsibility of all three
levels of government? (see Exhibit 2). The federal government monitors implementation of
state plans and activities and provides assistance to states in their implementation of NCLB
provisions. States assume primary responsibility for establishing specific policies to implement
the highly qualified teacher requirements and for monitoring district implementation of NCL.B
requirements. Districts are also active in ensuring that teachers have taken appropriate steps to
attain the highly qualified status.

States have been negotiating the implementation of teacher qualification provisions in an
evolving policy environment (see Exhibit 3). In July 2003, the U.S. Department of Education
began sending its Teacher Assistance Corps (TAC)—a team of education experts, researchers,
practitioners, and ED staff—to all 50 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, to
assist in interpreting NCLB teacher provisions. In March 2004, former Secretary of Education
Rod Paige reported that the TAC found “Many states were not using the full flexibility of the
law, especially to help their middle school and experienced teachers demonstrate they are highly

20 Schools also have responsibilities for implementing the teacher qualification provisions of NCLB, for
example, by assigning teachers to classes that they are qualified to teach.
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qualified.”” In August 2005, Education Secretary Margaret Spellings released non-regulatory
guidance that incorporated information from TAC and monitoring visits to address challenges
that states had reported. In October 2005, Secretary Spellings issued a policy letter

assuring states that they would not lose federal funds even if they did not reach the 100 percent
goal in 2005-06 if they could show evidence of a “good faith effort” toward meeting a number
of criteria.?2  Such states were then provided the opportunity to develop a revised plan for
meeting the 100 percent goal in 2006-07 and beyond, and by July 2007, all 50 states and the
District of Columbia had in place Revised State Highly Qualified Teacher Plans to have all
teachers highly qualified in 2006-07. Puerto Rico’s plan was approved in August 2008. These
plans also documented strategies to “ensure that poor and minority students were not more
likely than other children to be taught by inexperienced, unqualified, or out of field teachers,” as
required under NCLB (Section 111 (b)(8)(C)).

21 U.S. Department of Education. (March 15, 2004). New, flexible policies help teachers become highly qualified.
Available online at: www.ed.gov/news/pressteleases/2004/03/03152004.html.

22 Policy letter from Secretary of Education Margaret Spellings to the Chief State School Officers, Oct. 21,
2005. Available online at: http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/051021.html.
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Exhibit 2

Overview of Federal, State, and Local Roles in Identifying Highly Qualified

Teachers

Federal

State

District

NCLB sets the standard for highly
qualified teachers:

® A bachelor’'s degree

® Full state certification, as
defined by the state

e Demonstrated competency,
as defined by the state, in
each core academic subject
the teacher teaches

NCLB sets a deadline:

® All new teachers of core
academic subjects in
Title | programs hired
beginning with the 2002-03
school year must meet the
requirements before entering
the classroom.

® All teachers of core
academic subjects hired
before the 2002—03 school
year, and all teachers hired
after the beginning of the
2002-03 school year and
not working in Title |
programs, must meet the
requirements by the end of
the 2005-06 school year.
(Special considerations may
apply for multi-subject
teachers or those in eligible
small, rural schools.)

The Secretary of Education is
responsible for monitoring state
plans and providing assistance
to states as they seek to meet
these requirements.

States set policies for highly
qualified teachers according to
the requirements of NCLB.

States determine what is “full
state certification.” For example,
they may streamline
requirements to make it less
burdensome for talented
individuals to enter the
profession.

States develop a plan with goals
for their districts, detailing how
they will ensure that all teachers
of core academic subjects will
be highly qualified by the
deadline. As part of the larger
plan, states develop an “Equity
Plan” that lays out the specific
steps to ensure equitable
distribution of highly qualified
teachers.

States determine ways in which
teachers can demonstrate
competency in the subjects they
teach, according to the
requirements in NCLB. (For
example, states choose whether
or not to adopt their own high,
objective, uniform state standard
of evaluation [HOUSSE] for
teachers not new to the
profession and determined the
passing score for state content
tests.)

Districts ensure that newly hired
teachers in Title | schools or
programs meet their state’s policy
for highly qualified teacher before
beginning to teach.

Districts that accept Title I, Part A,
funding must, at the beginning of
each school year, notify parents of
students in Title | schools that they
can request information regarding
their child’s teacher, and all

Title | schools must notify parents
of children who are taught for more
than four consecutive weeks by a
teacher who is not highly qualified.

Districts work with states to support
teachers who do not meet the
highly qualified teacher guidelines
in the subjects they teach,
providing opportunities or options
for them to meet the requirements
by the end of the 2005—-06 school
year. Districts must develop their
own plans for having all teachers of
core academic subjects highly
qualified by the end of the 2005-06
school year.

Source: Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, ESE.A Title I1, Part A, Non-Regulatory Guidance, Revised,

Oct. 5, 2006 (http://www.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/guidance.pdf).
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Exhibit 3

Timeline of Federal Activities With Regard to Highly Qualified Teachers Under NCLB

Date | Activity

2002

Jan. 8, 2002 The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) is signed into law: A highly qualified teacher (HQT)
is defined as one who (1) has a B.A., (2) is fully certified, and (3) has demonstrated
subject matter competency in each core academic subject he/she teaches.

Beginning of Any new teachers hired and working in a program supported by Title | funds must be

2002-03 “highly qualified.”

School Year

2003

July 15, 2003 U.S. Department of Education announces the creation of the Teacher Assistance Corps
(TAC), a team of education experts, researchers, practitioners, and ED staff, to
assist states in HQT implementation.

Sept. 1, 2003 Consolidated applications due to Department of Education with baseline numbers of
HQTs in states. Seven states did not report baseline data.

2004

March 15, 2004

Secretary Paige reports that the TAC found “many states were not using the full flexibility
of the law, especially to help their middle school and experienced teachers demonstrate
that they are highly qualified”.

April 2004 TAC visits 50th state.

Sept. 1, 2004 Consolidated State Performance Reports due to Department with percentage of classes
taught by HQTSs.

Dec. 3, 2004 The reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was signed into law,
and the provisions of the law that pertain to subject-matter knowledge of highly qualified
teachers became effective.”®

2005

Aug. 3, 2005 Secretary Spellings publishes an expanded version of the non-regulatory guidance and
with detailed questions and answers addressing definitions, assessments and use of
funds.

Oct. 21, 2005 Secretary Spellings issues a policy letter announcing a one-year delay in enforcing

penalties on states that have not yet met teacher quality requirements, if states submit
plans and show evidence of a good faith effort toward (1) establishing a definition of a
HQT, (2) implementing a reporting system for parents and the public, (3) ensuring
complete and accurate data reported to U.S. Department of Education, and (4) taking
steps to ensure that experienced and qualified teachers are equitably distributed among
classrooms with poor and minority children and classrooms of their peers.

End of 2005-06

All teachers in core academic subjects required to be “highly qualified” according to NCLB

School Year statute.

2006

July 2006 All states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico had submitted revised Highly
Qualified Teachers State Plans detailing what actions they would take to get teachers
highly qualified in the 2006—07 school year and beyond. Revised state plans also were
required to include State Equity Plans documenting strategies to ensure an equitable
distribution of experienced and qualified teachers.

2007

July 2007 The revised State Plans from all 50 states and District of Columbia were approved by the
Department.

2008

August 2008 | Puerto Rico’s revised plan was approved by the Department.

Soutce: Documents on the U.S. Department of Education Web site, http://www.ed.gov (accessed July 2006 and

November 2008).

2See Footnote 19 for further information on these provisions.
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS

This report presents the final, cumulative findings on the implementation of NCLB’s highly
qualified teacher and qualified paraprofessional provisions from two federally funded studies—
the Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Under NCLB (SSI-NCLB) and
the National Longitudinal Study of NCLLB (NLS-NCLB). The report describes the progress

that states, districts, and schools have made in implementing these provisions through 200607,
addressing the following broad questions:

e How do states designate teachers as highly qualified? What is the capacity of states
to collect and accurately report on teacher and paraprofessional qualifications?

(Chapter II)

e What percentage of teachers meet NCLB requirements to be highly qualified (as
operationalized by their states)? How does this vary across states, districts, schools,
and different types of teachers? (Chapter III)

e  What are states, districts and schools doing to increase the number of highly
qualified teachers? (Chapter IV)

e To what extent are teachers participating in high-quality professional development
(e.g., professional development that is sustained, intensive and content focused)?

(Chapter V)

e What percentage of instructional paraprofessionals meet the NCLB requirements to
be qualified? What are states, districts and schools doing to help paraprofessionals
meet these requirements? (Chapter VI)

DATA SOURCES

The SSI-NCLB and the NLS-INCLB provide the data for this final report. Taken together, the
purpose of these two studies is to provide an integrated longitudinal evaluation of the
implementation of key NCLB provisions by states, districts and schools, with particular focus in
four areas: (1) accountability, (2) teacher quality, (3) Title I school choice and supplemental
educational services, and (4) targeting and resource allocation. This report focuses on the
second of these areas, while companion reports address the others.

The SSI-NCLB examined state implementation of NCLB in the areas of accountability and
teacher quality through analysis of school performance data and state documents (including Web
sites and consolidated applications and reports), and telephone interviews with state officials
responsible for implementation of the accountability, teacher quality, Title III, and supplemental
educational services requirements of NCLLB. Administrators in all 50 states, Puerto Rico and the
District of Columbia were interviewed during the fall and winter of 2004—05 and again in
2006-07.

The NLS-NCLB assessed the implementation of NCLB provisions in districts and schools
through analysis of survey data collected from a nationally representative sample of 300 districts,
and about 1,500 elementary, middle and high schools from those districts. In each school,

six general education teachers were randomly selected to receive surveys: one teacher in each
grade 1-06 at the elementary school level and three English teachers and three mathematics
teachers at the secondary school level. This teacher sample is referred to as “all general education
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teachers” in this report. In addition, one special education teacher was surveyed in each school
and one paraprofessional was surveyed in each Title I school in the study sample.?* For
simplicity, this report uses the term “teachers” to refer to general education teachers as opposed
to special education teachers, unless otherwise noted. The NLS-NCLB surveys were
administered in 2004-05 and again in 2006—-07. Response rates across all groups surveyed ranged
from 82 percent to 96 percent in 2004—05 and from 84 percent to 99 percent in 2006—07. See
Appendix A for further details about the study sample and response rates in the two waves of
data collection.

Technical Note

Data presented in this report represent national estimates for districts, schools, and teachers in
the study sample. All differences between numbers, percentages, or means derived from survey
data that are referred to specifically in the text (e.g., special education teachers were less likely to
report that they were highly qualified (72 percent) than were general education teachers

(84 percent)) are significant at the 0.05 level. The significance level reflects the probability that a
difference between groups as large as the one observed could arise simply due to sampling
variations, if there were no true differences between the groups in the population. Differences
in means between groups in a given year were tested using a t test and differences in proportions
were tested using a chi-square test. Differences across years were tested using a McNemar test
for district data, chi-square for principal and paraprofessional data, and chi-square or
paired-sample t tests for teacher data. Further details about analytic methods are provided in
Appendix A, and means and standard errors for all relevant figures and exhibits are provided in
Appendix B.

24 Special education teachers are those who teach students with disabilities, including any part-time or itinerant
special education teachers who might share their time with another school.
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1. STATE POLICIES AND DATA SYSTEMS FOR
HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS

Ensuring that all students are taught by highly qualified teachers is a central goal of the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001. NCILB seeks to establish a high standard for the teaching workforce: all
teachers of core academic subjects were to attain highly qualified status by the end of the
2005-06 school year. However, in October 2005 the U.S. Department of Education announced
that states making a good-faith effort to ensure that there was a highly qualified teacher in every
classroom were invited to submit a revised state plan to work toward achieving the 100 percent
goal. By the summer of 2007, the revised highly qualified teacher plans of all 50 states and the
District of Columbia had been approved. Puerto Rico’s plan was approved in August 2008.

Under NCLB, a highly qualified teacher is one who (1) has a bachelor’s degree, (2) is fully
certified, and (3) has demonstrated subject-matter competency in each of the academic subjects
that she or he teaches. The NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers apply to all
teachers of core academic subjects, which according to statute include English, mathematics,
science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography.
Beyond these federal requirements, each state has the flexibility to set its own criteria for highly
qualified teachers and states play a critical role in the implementation of the teacher quality
provisions of NCLB.

Key Findings

e As of 2006-07, all states had tests of teacher content knowledge, but the passing
scores differed from state to state.

e By 2006-07, all fifty states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico had
developed HOUSSE policies to recognize the expertise of teachers not new to
the profession—but some policies were more demanding than others. In
27 states, teachers could accumulate 45 to 50 percent of the required points simply for
having classroom experience, as permitted under NCLB.

e By 200607, state policies for highly qualified teachers became more detailed in
their requirements for teachers in special circumstances, for example, teachers in
alternative schools or charter schools.

e State officials reported that their data systems had improved by 2006—07, but
many still could not connect variables related to teacher qualifications to other
data, such as student achievement. Moreover, 41 states reported challenges
associated with collecting and maintaining data on teacher qualifications.

e In 2006-07, state officials described ongoing challenges associated with
recruiting highly qualified middle school teachers, those in rural settings,
teachers of students with disabilities, and teachers of students with limited
English proficiency.

e In 2006-07, officials in the majority of states indicated that NCLB had
stimulated changes in their teacher quality policies or practices.
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STATE POLICIES FOR HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHERS UNDER NCLB

By December 2004, all states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico had drafted criteria for
identifying highly qualified teachers under NCLB. Since then, many of these state policies were
adjusted to take into account new flexibility offered by the U.S. Department of Education. The
flexibility afforded by the federal government has resulted in state guidelines that hold teachers

to very different standards.?

The first two NCLB requirements for highly qualified teachers—that they have a bachelor’s
degree and full certification—are fairly straightforward, and all states incorporated these as
basic elements of their policies for highly qualified teachers.”” However, the third NCL.B
requirement for highly qualified teachers—that they demonstrate adequate content knowledge
for every subject taught—revealed the greatest variation in how states approached their policies

concerning highly qualified teachers (see Appendix Exhibit C.1 for further details).

Demonstrating content knowledge

When NCILB was passed, the federal statute set distinct requirements for how teachers must
demonstrate subject-matter competency depending on whether they were new to the profession
or more experienced. However, the statute does not explicitly define what it meant to be new to
the profession, and federal policy guidance confirms that states may define this term (U.S.
Department of Education, 2005). States most frequently defined a new teacher as one who had
less than one year of teaching experience (17 states). (Thirteen states, the District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico did not specify the definition of new teachers in policy documents available on
the Internet as of the fall of 2007.)

There are several ways in which teachers may demonstrate content knowledge, including passing
a rigorous state test, completing an undergraduate major or coursework equivalent to a major, or
completing a graduate degree in the subject taught. While these requirements are intended to
develop teachers’ subject-matter knowledge, the extent to which the coursework content,
graduate studies, or tests are actually aligned with state content standards is unclear.

25 The analysis of state definitions of highly qualified teachers was based on a review of policies posted on state
education agency Web sites, collected primarily in August and September 2007.

26 One aspect of the requirement that highly qualified teachers be fully certified, which pertains to new teachers
who participate in certain alternative routes to teacher certification, may not be so straightforward. In section
200.56(a)(2) of the Title I regulations that the Department published on December 2, 2002, the Department
established that for purposes of being considered highly qualified under NCLB, teachers who are participating
in alternative route programs that met certain basic requirements for training and supervision are considered
fully certified for up to three years while they work to meet State certification requirements. Thus, if these
teachers have a bachelor’s degree and demonstrate subject-matter content, they also are considered highly
qualified for up to this same three-year period.

27 State requirements for teacher certification vary across states, but an analysis of teacher certification policies
was not within the scope of the studies described in this report.
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Teacher assessments

By 2007, all states had tests of teacher content knowledge, but large
variation in the required passing scores for prospective teachers persisted.

For elementary teachers new to the profession, the NCLB statute provides only one option to
demonstrate content knowledge: they must pass a teacher assessment in reading, writing,
mathematics, and other areas of the basic elementary school curriculum. As recently as 2005,
nine states did not yet require assessments for new elementary teachers, but by 2007, all had
adopted such tests.

The Praxis II test series was the most common test of teacher content knowledge. Based on an
analysis of the ETS Web site and state Web sites in November of 2007, 39 states and the District
of Columbia used one or more of the various Praxis II examinations, including 29 (and the
District of Columbia) that used the Praxis II exams alone and 10 that used the Praxis II exams as
well as other exams. Eleven states and Puerto Rico did not use the Praxis II exams but used
other exams, such as tests developed for use in specific states (e.g., the Massachusetts Test for
Educator Licensure). Between 200405 and 200607, states added new tests from the Praxis
series to their roster of approved teacher assessments: for example, nine states added the Middle
School Langnage Arts test and four states added the Middle School Mathematics test.

States varied considerably in the qualifying scores they used on Praxis II subject assessments for
initial teacher certification and for determining whether teachers are highly qualified under
NCLB (see Exhibit 4). States set different qualifying scores (often called cut scores or passing
scores) for reasons involving each state’s individual context and challenges. Each state
assembles a panel of experts that reviews the test and recommends a cut score to the state
licensing board or state department of education] As of November 2007, 22 of the 306 states
that used the Praxis II Mathematics Content Knowledge exam set their cut scores below the national
median score for everyone who took the test between October 2004 and November 2007, and
nine states set theirs below the 25th percentile (ranging from the 12th to the 24th percentile).] In
contrast, three states set their cut scores above the national median. (For a list of states that
offered Praxis II content exams and the minimum passing score set by each state, see Appendix

Exhibit C.2.)

Chapter IT 13



Exhibit 4
State Cut Scores for Praxis Il Mathematics Content Knowledge Assessment
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Exhibit reads: State-level cut scores on the Praxis II: Mathematics Content Knowledge assessment
vary considerably; nine states set their cut scores below the score that reflects the 25th percentile of
all test takers between October 2004 and July 2007, while three states set their cut scores above the
50th percentile.

Note: Praxis scotes may vary from a minimum of 100 to a maximum of 200.

Source: Educational Testing Service, unpublished data provided on Aug. 19, 2005. The national median scores were
based on scores of all individuals who took these tests from Oct. 1, 2001, to July 31, 2004.
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Academic majors, graduate degrees and advanced certification

The NCLB statute delineates options for
new secondary teachers to demonstrate
subject knowledge in each of the core
subjects taught. The five options include:
(1) a subject-matter test, (2) an academic
major, (3) course work equivalent to a
major, (4) advanced certification (e.g.,
certification through the National Board of
Professional Teaching Standards), or (5) a
graduate degree in the field of teaching.

States’ definitions of “course work
equivalent to a major” for new secondary
teachers varied greatly. Among the

32 states and the District of Columbia that
specified the amount of course work
needed to be equivalent to a major,?
requirements ranged from 15 to

42 credit hours, with the majority citing

30 credit hours (Exhibit 5). Four states and
the District of Columbia also mandated the
number of credit hours of advanced level
course work. For example, in Maryland,
coursework equivalent to a major is
considered to be 30 credit hours, 50 percent
of which are expected to be “at the upper
division level.” In North Dakota, the
number of required hours varied by level
and subject, from as few as 12 hours for
middle school science to 42 hours for high
school science or social studies majors.

Exhibit 5
State Requirements for Credit Hours
Equivalent to a Major for Secondary
Teachers, 200607

20
17 States
15
11 States
10
5 4 States®
3 States
|
0 15.21 24 30 31-42
[ Credit Hours |

Exhibit reads: Three states reported that
15-21 credit hours were equivalent to a major.
Note: These data are based on the 34 states and the
District of Columbia whose guidelines for highly
qualified teacher specified the number of hours
equivalent to a major.

aIndicates that the District of Columbia is included.

Source: SSI-NCLB, analysis of state policies for highly
qualified teachers, fall 2007.

High Objective Uniform State Standard of Evaluation (HOUSSE)

Another NCLB option to demonstrate content knowledge, available only to teachers not new to
the profession, was to satisfy what is known as the HOUSSE, a state-identified measure of
content knowledge. Inclusion of the HOUSSE option in the federal statute enabled states to
identify and give credit to teachers who were not new to the profession and who could
demonstrate their content knowledge in other ways.

28 Twenty-seven states and the District of Columbia specified this information in their state definitions of
highly qualified teachers under NCLB, as posted on state education agency Web sites. These data could not be
located on the Web sites of the remaining states and Puerto Rico.
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By 200607, 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico had
developed HOUSSE policies (though some states were phasing out their use
of HOUSSE by that time), and some of those policies were considerably
more stringent than others.

As of November 20006, all 50 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico offered a
HOUSSE option for experienced teachers. Section 9101(23) of the ESEA, which defines the
term "highly qualified teachert," contains the minimum requirements for state HOUSSE policies,
specifying that each HOUSSE system must do the following:

e Measure grade appropriate subject-matter knowledge and teaching skills.

e Be aligned with K—12 learning standards.

e Provide objective, coherent information on teachers’ subject matter competency.

e Be applied uniformly.

e Take into consideration, but not be based primarily on, the time a teacher has been
teaching a subject.

e Be made available to the public.

HOUSSE also may, but is not required to, involve multiple, objective measures of teacher
competency.

Broadly speaking, almost all
HOUSSE systems in 200607 Exhibit 6
could be categorized into one Number of States Offering Various Types of HOUSSE
of four approaches: (1) point Options for Determining Whether Existing Teachers
system, (2) performance-based Are Highly Qualified Under NCLB, 2006-07
evaluation, (3) cer.tlﬁcatlon, or NUmber of States
(4) a menu of options (see 200607
Exhibit 6). _ —
State offered a HOUSSE option 52
In 200607, a majority Used a point system for HOUSSE? 39
' Used teacher performance evaluation as a
of states opted for a HOUSSE 5
HOUSSE system based —
. Used teacher certification systems (or the
on_the accumulation of ongoing evaluation components of those 2
pomts for such systems) as an official HOUSSE
accomplishments as Menu of options for demonstrating “highly 10
years of experience, qualified” status
college course work Professional development log 1
professional Exhibit reads: Of the states offering a HOUSSE option in 2006—
deve|opment’ and, in 07, 39 used a point system.
some states, improved Note: Of the states with HOUSSE policies similar to a “menu of
student achievement. options,” five included a point system as one of the options, thus,
these states are counted in both categories.
As of November 20006, the 2 Indicates that the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are included.
most common type of Source: SSI-NCL.B (n = 52).

HOUSSE policy was based on
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a point system, through which experienced teachers could accumulate points for
accomplishments such as years of experience, professional development or college course work,
publications in professional journals, or other activities. Thirty-four states offered a point system
as their only option, and five additional states offered teachers a point system in conjunction
with other HOUSSE options (n = 39). Most states allowed points to be earned retroactively for
such activities as successful completion of college courses (39 states), other professional
development (39), years of teaching experience (37), receiving teaching awards or honors

(25 states), and publishing articles or making presentations at conferences (26 states).

Four states (Florida, Georgia, Minnesota, and Oklahoma) allowed teachers to earn some points
for evidence of improved student achievement, and a fifth state (Tennessee) allowed evidence of
improved student achievement to be used as one of their “menu of options” for meeting

HOUSSE.

In 2006-07, nearly all states using a point system allowed teachers to accrue points for prior
teaching experience. States varied greatly, however, in the proportion of the total points that
teachers could earn through years of experience alone. In 27 states, teachers could receive 45 to
50 percent of their points for prior experience (a maximum of 50 percent is permitted under the

law). (See Appendix Exhibit C.4).

In 200607, states also differed considerably in the number of points teachers could earn for
other activities. For example, among states that required a total of 100 points, six allocated

one point for each professional development activity, while sixteen allocated three or more
points for each documented activity. In Minnesota, teachers earned one point for each
three-hour activity, with a maximum of 50 points out of the required 100 points (so a Minnesota
teacher would have to engage in 150 professional development hours to reach the maximum).
In contrast, New York teachers earned 10 points for every five contact hours; a total of 25 hours
of professional development would enable those teachers to attain 50 of the required 100 points.

In 2006-07, HOUSSE requirements in five states were based on a
performance evaluation.

In 2006-07, for existing teachers in five states (Connecticut, Iowa, North Carolina, South
Carolina, and West Virginia) demonstrating subject matter competency by means of their state’s
HOUSSE required an evaluation in which they must exhibit content knowledge. For example,
South Carolina’s evaluation system is based on five performance dimensions: long-range
planning, assessment planning, using instructional strategies, providing content, and monitoring
and enhancing learning. Teachers are evaluated by a team, using a process that is aligned with
South Carolina’s system for Assisting, Developing, and Evaluating Professional Teaching
(ADEPT).

Ten states offered a “menu of options” to demonstrate content knowledge.

For teachers in ten states demonstrating subject knowledge by means of their state’s HOUSSE
entailed choosing from a list of possible activities offered by the state and meeting the criteria for
that particular activity. For example, the Nevada HOUSSE policy required teachers to have
three years of verified full-time teaching experience by the end of the 2005-06 school year in the
subject area(s) and the appropriate grade spans. In addition, teachers could be approved through
HOUSSE by completing one of the following: (1) a graduate degree, (2) a “professional license”
issued by Nevada State Licensing, (3) NBPTS certification, or (4) 150 hours of professional
development (in the subject taught) after initial licensure.
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In six of these states, a point system was one of the options that teachers could choose. In
Tennessee, for example, teachers could meet the HOUSSE requirement through one of

three options: (1) completion of a “Professional Matrix” that allowed teachers to accumulate
points for a variety of activities and accomplishments related to their content area;

(2) demonstration of competence through “teacher effect data,” a statistical means of estimating
the teacher’s effect on student achievement on the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System
(TVAAS); or (3) successful completion of the “Framework for Evaluation and Professional
Growth” which involved observations of classroom performance, completion of a
self-assessment by the teacher, and the creation of a professional growth plan.

In 200607, two states considered full certification to fulfill requirements of
HOUSSE, a decline from eight states in 2004-05.

As of 2004-05, for existing teachers in eight states (Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Washington, and Wisconsin), demonstrating subject knowledge by
means of their state’s HOUSSE required full certification and appropriate assignment to classes
for which they were certified. In policy documents, these states asserted that their teacher
licensure approach already incorporated the requirements of HOUSSE.?

By 2006-07, however, only two states—Montana and Wisconsin—used their current, initial
teacher certification systems as their official HOUSSE options.3? These two states reported that
their certification requirements currently contain high standards for subject-area expertise, and
the Department of Education confirmed that these certification requirements met all of the
statutory requirements for HOUSSE.3! Of the other six states, four adopted point systems, and
two developed a system based on a “menu of options.”

Massachusetts’ HOUSSE policy was based on the accumulation of
professional development experience.

In 2006-07, one state, Massachusetts, offered a HOUSSE that involved a log or record of
professional development activities that a teacher has taken in his or her content areas(s). In
Massachusetts, teachers were required to accumulate 96 professional development points in the
core content areas that they teach. Many of the Massachusetts Department of Education’s

professional development programs offered 1.5 professional development points per clock
hour.32

2 These states, however, were not counted as “no HOUSSE?” states, because they had policy documents
indicating that they considered their certification or licensure system to be equivalent to HOUSSE.

30 Pennsylvania’s HOUSSE for elementary teachers relies on the initial certification process, but the state’s HOUSSE for
secondary teachers is a point system.

51 In Wisconsin, teachers who were licensed following the approval of PI 34 in February 2000 should meet the
NCLB requirements for a highly qualified teacher, according to Wisconsin policy documents, including the
following explanation: “A highly qualified teacher meets all of the requirements of PI 34 for the subjects and
levels that he/she is teaching. The requirements include but are not limited to a bachelot’s degtree, completion
of an approved licensing program, and a rigorous exam in the subjects being taught.” Available at:
http://dpi.state.wi.us/esea/pdf/hqteachers.pdf.

32 Massachusetts Department of Education (January 2000). “Recertification Guidelines for Massachusetts

Educators.” Available at www.doe.mass.edu/educators/resources.html.
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Discontinuation of HOUSSE

By 2006-07, many states were discontinuing their use of HOUSSE
procedures, except for specific groups of teachers.

In March 20006, Assistant Secretary Henry Johnson issued a letter to chief state school officers,
requesting that states limit future use of HOUSSE, stating, “As part of the plan, each State will
explain how and when the SEA will complete the High Objective Uniform State Standard of
Evaluation (HOUSSE) process for those teachers not new to the profession who were hired prior to
the end of the 2005-06 school year, and how the SEA will limit the use of HOUSSE procedures for
teachers hired after the end of the 2005-06 school year.”® States’ revised plans were to describe
the restrictions they would place on their HOUSSE process, how they would complete
HOUSSE procedures for teachers hired prior to 2005-06, and how they would limit their use of
HOUSSE to the following three groups of teachers:

e Secondary teachers teaching multiple subjects in eligible rural districts who were highly
qualified in one subject at time of hire,

e Special education teachers teaching multiple subjects who were highly qualified in
language arts, mathematics, or science at time of hire,

e Teachers from other countries teaching in the United States on temporary basis.

In addition, under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), states may develop a
separate HOUSSE for teachers of special education students, provided that any adaptations of
the state’s HOUSSE would not establish a lower standard for the content knowledge
requirements for special education teachers and meets all the requirements for a HOUSSE for
regular education teachers.

In September 2000, after states had submitted their revised plans outlining the actions they
would take with regard to HOUSSE, Secretary Spellings indicated that although states were still
strongly encouraged to discontinue use of the HOUSSE provisions, the Department of
Education would pursue further phase out of HOUSSE in the reauthorization of No Child 1 eft
Behind. Secretary Spellings also clarified the Department’s rationale for discontinuing HOUSSE,
explaining that (1) most teachers not new to the profession had already completed or soon
would complete their state’s HOUSSE procedures and that (2) the Department believed, based
on findings from its state monitoring process, that many state HOUSSE procedures were
significantly less rigorous than other methods for determining teachers subject-matter
competency. 3

In early 2007, eight states indicated that they were discontinuing HOUSSE entirely, and another
eleven states were discontinuing HOUSSE except for the three allowable categories of teachers
listed above. However, 27 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico reported that while
they were working to discontinue HOUSSE, they had identified additional specific groups of
teachers for whom they anticipated that further use of HOUSSE would be necessary. As one
state official commented, “Our limited English proficient HOUSSE was just adopted last fall. 1

33 U.S. Department of Education, Letter to Chief State School Officers, March 21, 2006. Available at:
http://www.ed.gov/programs/ teacherqual/cssoltr.doc.

34 Letter from Secretary Spellings to Chief State School Officers dated September 5, 2006. Available at:
http://www.ed.gov/policv/elsec/guid/secletter/060905.html
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don’t think the intent of the department was to say eliminate something that was just developed
and close the door on these teachers who’ve been waiting.” In addition, some states allowed
teachers to continue using HOUSSE if a state-approved content knowledge exam was not
available in their subject area, which typically applied to teachers of foreign languages like Latin.
In other cases, states extended their HOUSSE deadline for teachers who were returning to the
classroom after a long absence, such as retirement or extended leave.

State policies for specific groups of teachers

By 2006-07, state policies for highly qualified teachers became more
detailed in their requirements for teachers in special circumstances, for
example, teachers in alternative schools or charter schools.

Early in the implementation of NCLB, state officials were presented with the daunting task of
drafting broad new policies to ensure all teachers were highly qualified. The requirements,
consequences, and flexibility were relatively unfamiliar. However, by 2006—07, state officials
were more familiar with the requirements of the law and with the specific challenges faced by
groups of teachers in their states. As one official explained, “A few years ago, we were worried
about getting what I’'m going to call the mass of people to meet the federal definition of being
highly qualified and...reviewing our tests and reviewing situations but now...most of our
teachers do meet that. Now, in pockets where they might not, how do we get the right people
there?”

Indeed, in 200607, 25 states had detailed HQT policies for teachers beyond the standard
groups of elementary, middle, and high school teachers. For example, Georgia’s policy for
highly qualified teachers specified requirements for teachers in alternative schools,
psychoeducational programs, juvenile institutions, rural schools, early intervention programs,
technology-based programs, hospital-based programs, and charter schools. In these cases, the
policy indicated how to determine the “teacher of record,” who provided instruction in core
academic subjects, and who would be required to be highly qualified. Colorado, like other states,
detailed HQT requirements for teachers who teach in facilities serving neglected and delinquent
youth.

Special education teachers

In 2006-07, as in 200405, special education teachers faced particular
challenges in becoming highly qualified.

Special education teachers who teach core academic subjects faced particular challenges in
attaining highly qualified status: Federal law requires those who teach core academic subjects to
meet the highly qualified requirements azd to obtain special education certification in their state
as required under NCLB and IDEA. Specifically, NCLB requires special education teachers
providing instruction in core academic subjects to meet the same requirements as general
education teachers and does not designate special education as a core academic subject. In
addition, the highly qualified provisions of IDE.A (34 CEFR 300.18(b)) require that each special

education teacher:

Obrtain full State certification as a special education teacher (including certification
obtained through alternative routes to certification), or pass the State special education
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teacher licensing examination, and hold a license to teach in the State as a special
education teacher.

In March 2004, the U.S. Department of Education issued guidance that allowed current
multiple-subject teachers, including special education teachers, to demonstrate subject
knowledge through a single HOUSSE covering multiple subjects. Under IDEA (signed into law
in December 2004), this flexibility was extended to new special education teachers as well,
provided that they were already considered highly qualified in reading, mathematics, or science at
the time of hire. Under this policy, special education teachers who were new to the profession
and highly qualified in reading, mathematics, or science also had two additional years from the
date of employment to become highly qualified in other core academic subjects. In 200607,
officials from 34 states and Puerto Rico indicated that their state policies made use of this
HOUSSE flexibility extending the deadline for special education teachers.

IDEA also provides special education teachers with another way to meet the NCLLB HQT
requirements if they teach core academic subjects exclusively to students who are assessed
against alternate achievement standards. These teachers can meet the NCLB requirements
applied to elementary teachers and in addition, in case of instruction above the elementary level,
have subject matter knowledge appropriate to the level of instruction being provided and needed
to effectively teach to those standards.

In 2006-07, the HQT policies in 24 states incorporated details or special provisions unique to
special education teachers. Most often, states drafted a separate policy document for highly
qualified special education teachers, established different HOUSSE provisions for special
education teachers, or created “frequently asked questions” or other informal policy guidance for
special education teachers. Generally, states did not create new policies for special education
teachers; rather, they sought to clarify existing regulations and the ways in which those
regulations applied to special education teachers.

Teachers of limited English proficient students

Teachers of limited English proficient students must become highly
qualified under Title | and demonstrate language fluency under Title IIl.

Teachers who provide instruction in core academic subjects to LEP students may also face a
dual set of requirements: if they teach in Title III-funded districts, they must demonstrate
content knowledge required under Title I and meet fluency requirements codified under

Title III. Specifically, the Title III-funded districts must ensure that teachers of LEP students
are fluent in English and any other language of instruction, including written and oral
communication skills.

This requirement is critical for English as a second language (ESL) programs (in which English is
typically the only language of instruction) and for the 40 states that have a bilingual or heritage
language program, each of which provided at least some of the instruction in the student’s native
language (T7tle 111 Biennial Report, 2005). The statute does not, however, specify how states or
districts must determine language fluency.

3 U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (2006). HQT Topic Brief. Retrieved
December 2008 from:
http://idea.ed.gov/explote/view/p/%2Croot%2Cdynamic%2CTopicalBrief%2C20%2C
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In 2006-07, the most common method for determining both English fluency and fluency in
other languages was through a university certification or licensure process with a specific
assessment that must be passed (22 states), followed by 13 states allowing the local level to
determine English fluency. States also determined fluency through university certification or
licensure without specific assessment (6 states and the District of Columbia), a combination of
activities or an assessment or only through certification (7 states), and one state cited no specific
method.

In contrast, a number of states indicated they did not have measures to determine fluency in
languages other than English (18). Among the states that did measure fluency in languages other
than English 15 determined fluency in other languages through a university certification or
licensure process with specific assessment, and 12 did so through the local level. Five states used
a number of methods such as requiring university licensure, passing an assessment, and
interviewing with the state director.

In 2006-07, seven states indicated that they incorporated unique provisions for teachers of LEP
students in their highly qualified teacher policies. For example, Colorado specifies that a
“linguistically diverse education” teacher may be considered highly qualified by virtue of a full
Colorado licensure plus an endorsement in linguistically diverse education. In Kansas, ESL
educators developed a HOUSSE checklist which allows ESL teachers of core content classes the
opportunity to demonstrate depth of content without adding the general education endorsement
or taking the content test.

Middle school teachers

As of 2006-07, at least 10 states had begun to develop specific policies and
procedures for middle school teachers.

NCILB distinguishes between elementary and secondary teachers with regard to the requirements
for highly qualified teachers. However, the law does not make a distinction between middle
school and high school teachers. Thus, middle school teachers—who may teach multiple
subjects, or have K-8 certification—are generally held to the same content knowledge
requirements as high school teachers. Because of this, one state official commented that, “Our
middle school teachers got hit very hard.”

Most state policies for highly qualified middle school teachers read exactly the same as do their
policies for high school teachers, with one key difference: middle school teachers are required to
pass a test that is designed specifically for middle school content. A total of 34 states allow
middle school teachers to take one of the Praxis II assessments designed specifically for this

level, including Middle School English Iangnage Arts, Middle School Mathematics, or Middle School Science.

Aside from recognizing a test of teacher content knowledge designed for middle school teachers,
few states developed distinct policies for determining if middle school teachers were highly
qualified. In 2006-07, eight states had somewhat different requirements for middle school
teachers to be considered highly qualified than for high school teachers. For example, in
Georgia, “an academic major in a middle grades concentration area is defined as a minimum of
15 semester hours,” whereas 21 semester hours were required of secondary teachers. In Nevada,
the requirements to which a teacher was held depended on the level at which the school had
been designated: if Nevada designated a school as an elementary school, then the teachers in
grades 7 and 8 were expected to meet the highly qualified requirements for elementary teachers.
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If the 7th and 8th grades had been designated as a middle school, for example, in the context of
a “school-within-a-school,” then the teachers were required to meet the requirements of middle
school teachers. Indeed, Nevada staff explained that prior to NCLB, the state did not have
middle school license, but they developed “the middle school license so [teachers] wouldn’t
necessarily have to have the secondary license....we’ve got the new middle school license for

NCLB purposes.”
Teachers in rural schools

In 200607, as in 2004-05, state officials described challenges rural districts
faced in ensuring that all teachers were highly qualified in all subjects they
taught.

Because teachers in small rural schools often teach multiple subjects, state officials reported that
rural districts struggled to ensure that all teachers were highly qualified. In particular, state
officials commented on the difficulties in finding teachers who met NCLB requirements in all
subjects. As one state administrator explained,

We have many rural school districts ... and it’s difficult for some of those
districts to have all of their teachers meet the highly qualified guidelines. The
hugest problem is in rural [parts of our state] where there are two-teacher
schools. And a person has to be highly qualified in six to eight different areas.
It’s next to impossible to find someone with those qualifications.

Federal guidance issued in March 2004 extended flexibility to certain categories of rural teachers
to become highly qualified. This provision applied to teachers who were not new to the
profession who taught in districts eligible for the Small Rural School Achievement (SRSA)
program. Such teachers often teach multiple subjects but may be highly qualified in only one;
under this flexibility, they could take an additional three years to become highly qualified in the
other subject areas they were teaching. Existing teachers in rural areas were, however, required
to become highly qualified in at least one core academic subject by the 2005-06 deadline. The
guidance also specified that new teachers had until their third year of teaching to become highly
qualified in all of their core subjects, although they must be highly qualified in at least one to be
hired. Although states welcomed these extensions, they did not alleviate staffing challenges in
rural districts. As one state official commented, “... passing a rigorous state test requirement (in
all subjects) is simply ... not going to happen in rural districts.”

Furthermore, the extensions for determining rural teachers to be highly qualified did not apply as
widely as some state officials had thought. Officials in three states were surprised to find they
have no (or very few) “rural” school districts according to the federal definition. According to
the flexibility provisions announced in March 2004, the federal government considers a district
“rural” if (1) its average daily attendance is less than 600 or all schools in the district are located
in counties with a population density of fewer than 10 persons per square mile and (2) all schools
served by the district have a “school locale code” of 7 or 8 or all schools served by the district
are located in an area defined as rural by the state.30 Some states found this definition overly
restrictive and expressed concern that it left many schools and districts unable to benefit from

36 School locale code of 7 is defined as outside a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) with a population of
fewer than 2,500 persons. A school locale code of 8 is defined as inside an MSA with a population of fewer
than 2,500 persons.
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the federal flexibility, even though they were widely perceived as rural and faced the same
challenges in meeting their highly qualified teacher goals.

To confront these challenges, by 2006—07 six states had crafted specific HQT requirements for
rural teachers. For example, “Primarily to meet the needs of small schools, Alabama provides
middle/secondary certification in three cross-discipline areas including English Language Arts,
General Science, and General Social Science.” If a teacher holds this broad certification and has
a major (or equivalent) in one of these three subjects he or she may be deemed highly qualified
in the other content areas. Such a provision may enable rural multi-subject teachers to be
considered highly qualified in several subjects. Wyoming opted to maintain use of a one-year
emergency credential, although NCILB discourages such practices. In their revised highly
qualified teacher plan, Wyoming described this as “a tightly administered one-year emergency
certification process that allows for emergency hiring of teachers only under strict protocols and
all teachers so certified are required to become fully certified within one year. Only 54 emergency
certificates were issued in 2006—07. This One-year Exception Authorization is in place to
address emergency hiring needs such as student population surges, rural locations, late hires, and
mid-year hires.”

COLLECTING AND REPORTING DATA ON TEACHER QUALIFICATIONS

For NCLB to function effectively, states must provide clear and accurate information to
districts, schools and the public about performance, teacher status and other key components of
the law. This necessitates both clear communication and sophisticated data management.

The Higher Education Act of 1998 set in place the first accountability mechanisms for teacher
preparation, requiring states to review teacher preparation programs, track licensure, and
maintain teacher assessment data. Under NCLB, however, states have new responsibilities with
regard to tracking teacher qualifications. Districts accepting Title I, Part A, funds must notify
the parents of students in Title I schools of their right to request information about their child’s
teacher, and must notify parents of students taught by a teacher who is not highly qualified for
four or more consecutive weeks. Moreover, state, district, and school report cards must include
data on the percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers reported separately for
high-poverty and low-poverty schools and districts. The implication of these new expectations
and responsibilities is that state and local education agencies must maintain detailed
disaggregated information about each teacher hired to work in the schools of the state.

State data systems

Maintaining a record of teachers who were granted certification is an important responsibility of
the state certification office. Traditionally, states have taken on other data responsibilities,
including teacher supply and demand studies, and tracking teacher professional

development hours. However, the most critical component of a state data system for teacher
qualifications is a mechanism through which the state can track individual teachers—or a unique
teacher identifier. For states to track all the variables associated with a teacher’s status as a highly
qualified teacher, they must have the capacity to connect all relevant variables through an
identification code that is unique for each teacher in the state (see Exhibit 7 for examples of
these variables).
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In 200607, officials from 39 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico
reported that their state data systems had improved since NCLB had been
enacted.

Prior to NCLB, some states had very limited data capacity regarding teacher qualifications. As
one state official explained, “We’ve essentially had to create [a database] when before we had
nothing... NCLB gave us the mandate to do so.” Other states reported that they improved the
accuracy of their data, or the level of detail of their data. For example, state officials reported
that following NCLB, they knew more about teacher assignhments by subject, the demographics
of the students taught, or the AYP status of a school.

In 200607, 45 states maintained data on teacher qualifications that included a unique teacher
identifier. In addition, 47 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico reported that they
were tracking the licenses or certification held by teachers, including the subject, grade, and date
of certification. However, the complexities of “highly qualified teacher” policies require

that states develop the capacity to connect certification and licensure information to other
important variables. At a minimum, states need to track undergraduate degrees and teacher
assessment results to determine highly qualified status. To determine the content knowledge
requirements of secondary school teachers, states must also track information such as graduate
degrees, teachers who have been certified by the National Board for Professional Teaching
Standards, and fulfillment of HOUSSE requirements.

In 2006-07, more states reported that they could track variables critical to
measuring teacher qualifications than in 2004-05.

Most notably, 44 states could determine if a teacher was highly qualified in all subjects taught, up
from 27 states in 2004—05. Likewise, 30 states could determine if a teacher had successfully
passed HOUSSE requirements, an increase from 23 states in 2004—-05. However, the number
of states tracking course work equivalent to a major only increased slightly—to 19 states, the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico (see Exhibit 7).
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Exhibit 7
Number of States With Statewide Data Systems Containing Key Data Elements,
2004-05 and 2006-07
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Exhibit reads: In 2004-05, 20 states maintained data on courses equivalent to a major.
Note: Data are based on responses from 48 states and the District of Columbia, 2004—05 and 2006—07.
Source: SSI-NCLB, Teacher Quality Introductory Materials (2005) and Teacher Interviews (20006).

Furthermore, few states were able to connect data on teacher qualifications to other important
data. For example, in 2004-05, 10 states were able to link data on classes taught by highly
qualified teachers to student test scores, which increased only slightly to 11 states in 2006-07. In
200607, only five states were able to connect data on teachers’ professional development to
other data elements. Connections between teacher qualifications, student achievement and
professional development are not required under NCLB but may help districts target teacher
recruitment initiatives and may inform school improvement strategies.

In 2006-07, 31 states and the District of Columbia®’ shared responsibility with districts for data
on teacher qualifications. Districts were often responsible for collecting data and verifying
teacher qualifications. In 2006—07, the ways in which states and districts collaborated on the
compilation of data on teacher quality included the following approaches:

37 One of these state education agencies is the District of Columbia. In this case, the agency telies on District
of Columbia Public schools (a separate local education agency) and charter schools (which, in turn, are local
education agencies) to collect data on highly qualified teachers.
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e The state collected data directly from teachers or schools and determined which
teachers were highly qualified: 7 states.

e Districts collected and submitted the data on teacher qualifications to the state, but
the state determined which teachers were highly qualified: 23 states and the District
of Columbia.

e Districts collected data on teacher qualifications, determined which teachers were
highly qualified, and reported percentages to the state: 8 states.

The remaining 10 states and Puerto Rico described approaches that were somewhat different. In
Georgia, for example, districts complete a database on teacher assignments, while teachers
submit data to the Professional Standards Commission, which then determines which teachers

are highly qualified.?®

In 200607, 47 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico reported
challenges associated with collecting and maintaining teacher quality data.

States reported challenges associated with simply collecting the required data: officials indicated
that the level of detail required to comply with reporting requirements—both for highly qualified
teachers and professional development—uwas labor-intensive and time-consuming. Several states
also noted that they did not have adequate data systems at the time that NCI.B was passed and
needed to develop more robust ways to manage data. Some of the challenges were amplified by
reporting deadlines that were perceived as too tight, and the limited number of state and district
personnel who could assist with processing data.

Specific challenges related to data systems and collection were cited by state officials in 2006—07.
Many of the issues remained the same as those reported in 2004—05—data collection issues,
issues related to developing data systems, inadequate resources and tight reporting deadlines, and
insufficient personnel—and continued to affect the number of data elements that states were
able to track. The following statements illustrate frustrations expressed by at least 10 state
officials with respect to meeting the NCLB data requirements.

e Collecting data (reported by 17 states): “The process is still very manual (districts
collect information once a year and enter it into system) so we would like to see a
more continuous data stream; we need to make many phone calls to follow up with
nonresponders and communication is often difficult, especially with rural districts;
also, changes in data collection procedures make it difficult to compare data across
years.”

¢ Developing data systems (reported by 13 states): “We have faced challenges
because our data system is effective, yet based on 1970s methodology—the whole
system takes a long time. We’d like to update it but don’t have the money. The
assessment system has been the priority.”

e Securing district compliance (reported by 15 states): “It really kind of depends on
leadership and how people value data. I've got some superintendents who don’t
want one decimal point to be off, and there are other superintendents who are out,
you know, picking flowers.”

38 Idaho and Missouri did not respond to this question.
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Even with these challenges, most states reported that they were working to refine their data
systems and that, despite reports of inadequate resources, they expected the quality of teacher
data to improve over the coming years.

REVISED STATE HIGHLY QUALIFIED TEACHER PLANS

On October 21, 2005, in response to states’ concerns that they might lose federal funding if they
failed to meet NCLB’s goal of having 100 percent of core academic classes taught by highly
qualified teachers by the end of the 2005—06 school year, Secretary Spellings sent a letter to chief
state school officers explaining that states would not be penalized for not reaching the

100 percent goal during the 2005-06 school year, provided that states (1) could demonstrate that
they had made a “good-faith effort” toward meeting the HQT goal by 2005-06 and (2)
submitted a revised state highly qualified teacher plan outlining how they would reach the goal in
the 2006—07 school year.?

From March to May of 2006, the Department assessed states’ highly qualified teacher data to
determine whether they were on track to meet the highly qualified teacher goal and whether they
had demonstrated a “good faith effort,” namely, that they had (1) developed an appropriate
definition of a “highly qualified teacher,” (2) publicly reported the number and percentage of
classes taught by highly qualified teachers, (3) provided complete and accurate highly qualified
teacher data reports to the Department, and (4) took measures to ensure that inexperienced,
unqualified, or out-of-field teachers did not teach poor and minority students at
disproportionately higher rates than their peers. In May, all states were asked to submit a revised
plan because the Department had determined that, although most states had made significant
advances over the past four years, none seemed likely to meet the NCLB requirement of having
all classes in core academic subjects taught by a highly qualified teacher by the end of the 2005—
06 school year.

To develop their revised highly qualified teacher plans, states were asked to conduct a detailed
analysis of classes taught by teachers who were not highly qualified to determine whether any
specific districts, schools, or groups of teachers faced particular challenges. Revised state plans
also were required to describe how states would discontinue use of their HOUSSE provisions
for teachers hired before the end of the 2005-06 school year and limit further use of HOUSSE
to the categories of teachers eligible for federal flexibility.* Finally, to address NCLB’s goal of
ensuring that poor and minority students are not taught by inexperienced, unqualified, or
out-of-field teachers at higher rates than other students, states’ revised plans were required to
include a written equity plan that documented states’ existing inequities in teacher assignment
and presented evidence-based strategies to eliminate those inequities.

States” highly qualified teacher plans were peer reviewed in the summer of 2006 by panels of
readers with expertise in teacher quality and education reform. The first set of peer reviewers’
comments were released in July of 2006, and nine states’ plans were fully approved in this initial

% Policy letter from Sectetary of Education Margaret Spellings to the Chief State School Officers, Oct. 21,
2005. Available online at: http://www.ed.gov/policy/elsec/guid/secletter/051021.html

40 In September 2000, after states had submitted their revised plans outlining the actions they would take with
regard to HOUSSE, Secretary Spellings indicated that although states were still strongly encouraged to
discontinue use of the HOUSSE provisions, the Department of Education would pursue further phase-out of
HOUSSE in the reauthorization of No Child Left Behind.
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round. Other states revised their plans, and were all approved by July, 2007, except Puerto Rico,
which had its plan approved in August, 2008.

Equity Plans

In 2006-07, 49 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico reported
inequities in their distribution of inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field
teachers and developed or revised written plans to address those inequities.

In 2005 and 2006, the Department of Education conducted Title II-A monitoring visits to assess
each state’s compliance with NCLB’s teacher quality provisions. After the first several
monitoring visits had been completed, the Department added the following question to its
monitoring protocol to examine states’ actions to promote an equitable distribution of qualified,
experienced teachers:

Does the SEA also have a plan with specific steps to ensure that poor and
minority children are not taught at higher rates than other children by
inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers? Does the plan include
measures to evaluate and publicly report the progress of such steps? (Critical
Element 1.10).

During the Department’s initial peer review of states’ revised highly qualified teacher plans
during the summer of 2007, a total of 30 states and the District of Columbia were reviewed as
having not met the equity plan requirement. The reviewers determined that 13 states and Puerto
Rico had partially met the requirement and that seven states had met the requirement.

Interviews with state officials suggested that they perceived the issue of equitable teacher
assignments as “something that was given very little attention at the outset of this legislation.”
Some states officials indicated that their eatly efforts in implementing NCLB’s teacher quality
provisions focused more on establishing definitions of a highly qualified teacher and creating
strategies to collect and analyze appropriate data. By 2006-07, however, they had developed a
better understanding of their teacher quality needs and equity gaps, and their focus shifted more
toward equity concerns. States also perceived a heightened focus on equitable teacher
assignments on the part of the U.S. Department of Education. In some cases, states cited a lack
of clarity surrounding the requirements for addressing equity issues and developing equity plans
as a major concern for implementation. As one official explained,

Frankly, in the beginning...there was a reference...about the equity plan, and
now all of a sudden that is a huge component. It’s like okay, what is the game
plan? What do you expect from states? What can you really expect from states
and when they won’t tell us what any ramifications are going to be, what do you
tell a district?

An official from another state echoed this desire for clearer guidance from the Department of
Education, remarking, “The feds wanted equity plans, they wanted the revised state plans.
That’s all fine, but it’s a moving target, and there was little to no assistance as to what was to be
in those plans.”
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STATE PERCEPTIONS OF PROGRESS AND CHALLENGES

In 2006-07, 33 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico indicated
that NCLB had stimulated changes in their teacher quality policies or
practices. States also perceived greater awareness regarding teacher
quality issues as an outgrowth of their implementation efforts.

Thirty-four states and the District of Columbia reported that prior to NCLB, their certification
requirements were already rigorous, and in some cases, exceed the requirements of the federal
law. However, an equal number of states (33 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico)
described instituting changes in their licensure and credentialing procedures to align their policies
more closely with NCLB requirements for demonstrating subject matter competency.
Commonly reported policy changes included those associated with adding testing or coursework
requirements, establishing middle 